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REMARKS 

Please reconsider the application in view of the above amendments and the following 
remarks. Applicant thanks the Examiner for carefully considering this application. 

Disposition of Claims 

Claims 1-3, 22, 24-26, 40-41, 43-44, and 57 are pending in this application. Claims 4-21, 
27-39, 45-56, and 59-68 have been canceled by this reply, without prejudice or disclaimer. Of the 
remaining claims, claims 1, 24, and 43 are independent. The remaining claims depend, directly or 
indirectly, from claims 1, 24, and 43. 

Objections 

Claim 34 is objected to as having the wrong claim status. Claim 34 is canceled by this reply, 
thus this objection is now moot. 

Claim Amendments 

Independent claims 1, 24, and 43 have been amended for purposes of clarification and to 
recite the features of original dependent claim 4. No new matter is added by way of these 
amendments, as support may be found in the original claims. 

Rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1, 2, 24, 25, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by EP 
07461 19 ("Kuwabara"). To the extent that this rejection may still apply to the amended claims, this 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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The Examiner admits on pages 5-6 of the Office Action mailed March 25, 2008, that 
Kuwabara fails to disclose or suggest the limitations of original dependent claim 4. As described 
above, independent claims 1, 24, and 43 now recite the features of dependent claim 4. Thus, it is 
clear that claims 1, 24, and 43 are patentable over Kuwabara. Pending dependent claims are 
patentable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 3, 4. 26. 40. and 44 

Claims 3, 4, 26, 40, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kuwabara in view of US Patent No. 5,903,816 ("Broadwin"). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

MPEP § 2143 states that "[t]he key to supporting any rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is the 
clear articulation of the reason(s) why the claimed invention would have been obvious. The 
Supreme Court in KSR noted that the analysis supporting a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 should 
be made explicit." Further, under MPEP § 2144, "[I]f the proposed modification or combination of 
the prior art would change the principle of operation of the prior art invention being modified, then 
the teachings of the references are not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In re 
Ratti, 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 (CCPA 1959)" [emphasis added]. When combining prior art 
elements, the Examiner "must articulate the following: (1) a finding that the prior art included each 
element claimed, although not necessarily in a single prior art reference, with the only difference 
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between the claimed invention and the prior art being the lack of actual combination of the elements 
in a single prior art reference. ..." MPEP § 2143(A). Applicant respectfully asserts that the prior art 
(Broadwin) fails to teach or suggest the limitations of the amended claims. 

The claimed invention relates to a receiver/decoder that is configured to operate in different 
modes, including a television mode, and an Internet mode. When the receiver/decoder is operating 
in Internet mode, a user can access the Internet through the receiver/decoder. The amended 
independent claims require, in part, (i) integrating into a digital datastream application code for an 
application for causing the receiver/decoder to operate in an Internet mode; (ii) extracting the 
application code from the digital datastream; and (iii) starting the application defined by the 
extracted application code to cause the receiver/decoder to operate in the Internet mode. 

Independent claims 1, 24, and 43 have been amended to incorporate the limitations of 
original claim 4. The Examiner admits that Kuwabara fails to teach or suggest the limitations of 
original dependent claim 4. However, the Examiner relies on Broadwin as teaching the limitations 
of claim 4. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Specifically, Broadwin is related to simulating web-like pages using hyperlinks in an 
interactive television broadcasting system. See Broadwin, Abstract. The cited portion of Broadwin 
teaches that the decoder receives an interactive program and executes this program. The execution 
of the interactive program causes the decoder to display selection options on the television screen. 
Each selection option has, displayed next to the option, related video content. See Broadwin, col. 9, 
11. 21-28 and 38-41. Nowhere in Broadwin is any type of application code extracted from a digital 
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datastream. Rather, the decoder simply receives the interactive program, and does not have to 
extract anything from the datastream, must less extract a code that then allows the receiver/decoder 
to change modes of operation. In fact, Broadwin does not even mention a change in operation mode 
of the decoder. Applicant respectfully asserts that the Examiner, by equating the limitations of 
original claim 4 to the disclosure of execution of an interactive program and display of video 
content, has either mischaracterized the prior art or completely read out the limitations of the claims, 
both of which are wholly improper. It is clear that Broadwin, also related in the same field of 
endeavor, does not perform the steps of integrating an application code into the datastream before 
the datastream is transmitted, and subsequently extracting that application code when the Internet 
mode of operation is desired. 

In view of the above, amended independent claims 1, 24, and 43 are patentable over 
Kuwabara and Broadwin, whether considered separately or in combination. Pending dependent 
claims are patentable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 22, 41, and 57 

Claims 22, 41, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kuwabara in view of US Patent No. 5,959,659 ("Dokic"). To the extent that this rejection may still 
apply to the amended claims, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As described above, Kuwabara fails to teach or suggest the limitations of the amended 
independent claims. Further, Dokic fails to supply that which Kuwabara lacks, as evidenced by the 
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fact that Dokic is relied upon by the Examiner solely for the purpose of teaching transmission of the 
other data in at least one private section of the MPEG stream. See Action mailed March 25, 2008, 



In view of the above, it is clear that the amended independent claims are patentable over 
Kuwabara and Dokic, whether considered separately or in combination. Pending dependent claims 
22, 41, and 57 are patentable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, withdrawal of this 
rejection is respectfully requested. 



Applicant believes this reply is fully responsive to all outstanding issues and places this 
application in condition for allowance. If this belief is incorrect, or other issues arise, the Examiner 
is encouraged to contact the undersigned or his associates at the telephone number listed below. 
Please apply any charges not covered, or any credits, to Deposit Account 50-0591 (Reference 
Number 1 1345/1 10001), from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: September 11, 2008 Respectfully submitted, 



p. 7. 



Conclusion 
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